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THE HONOURABLE AND RIGHT REVEREND 


0 


SHUTE BARRINGTON, II p. 


LORD BISHOP OF SARUM, 


THE FOLLOWING TRACTS 


ARE RESPECTFULLY INSCRIBED; 
FEOF C3. a 
BY-HIS MOST OBL1GEp, 


AND MOST OBEDIENT, 


= _—_ HUMBLE SERVANT, 


HENRY OWEN, 


FF. R E F A C E. 

F the following Tracts ſhould fo | 
1 far anſwer my deſign, as to con- 

tribute in any degree, to the fur- 
therance and advancement of that Sa- 
CED Cnrricisu, which has been, of 
late years, ſo laudably cultivated 
among us; I ſhall think my pains 
well beſtowed, and my labours amply 
rewarded. But effectually to accom- 
pliſh ſo important a deſign, it may be 
expected perhaps, that I ſhould hate 
been more diffuſe and copious And 


indeed, had I been fo diſpoſed, my 
Notes would have carried me to a 


great extent. But I choſe to be brief 
on purpoſe : well knowing, that . a 
word #© the wi/e and willing is always 
enough.” And if I have faid enough 
to excite our younger Divines, of cri- 

— tical 


1 © 
tical abilities M7 oriental learning, to 
undertake and profecute this uſeful 


ſubject, to that degree of perfection, 


which it is, even at 2his time, capable 
of attaining, my purpoſe is completely 
anſwered, and I ſhall rejoice in the 


effect. Let me however add, that, 
ſhort as theſe” Freatiſes are, yet conſi- 


dering the variety of Topicks, which 1 
have been obliged to diſcuſs, I may 
perhaps have, unwarily, committed 
ſome miſtakes. Thoſe miſtakes, where- 
ever found, I heartily wiſh to ſee cor- 
rected. And the Critic, who corrects 
them with temperance and candour, I 
ſhall ever deem entitled to wy beſt and 
Wa N — wa 
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P. 14. Note, or aus, read dd. q © 
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SECTION I. 


Of the Septuagint 7 erfion—the time 
when—and the perſons by whom it wal 


WT has been, I apprehend, ſufficiently 
proved, that the Septuagint Verſion of the 
Old Teſtament was begun by the Alexan- 

drian Jews, in the reign of Ptolemy Philadel- 

phus, about 280 years before the birth of Chriſt, 

How far they proceeded, or how much of the 

Hebrew | Bible they tranſlated, is a matter of 

great diſpute, Many writers ſtiffly contend, 

that they tranſlated the whole Bible; others, 
with more judgement, affirm, that they un- 
dertook and completed ouly the Pentateuch. 

Indeed, there is ſome reaſon to doubt, whether 

even the Pentateuch was all tranſlated at the 

nga. . B : ſame 


— — 


2 1 
ſame time, and by the ſame hands. Might not 
the five books of Moſes have been parcelled 


out among (perhaps five *) different perſons, 


as well to expedite the verſion, as to render 
it leſs laborious ? Howelle, but from the judg- 
ment of different tranſlators, can we account 
(e. g.) for the word dien being rendered 
in Gen. x. 14. Xa ,, and in Deut. ii. 2 * 


 Kannedox:;? and whence, but from the ſame 


cauſe, is nan, Gen. ii. 12. rendered gg 
and Num. xi. 7. Eοεενο HY -g, is, in 
Exod. xiv. 2. 1 bebe, but in Num. XXIIi. 7. 
T0 coun Eigwd, Other inſtances of various 
renderings occur perpetually throughout theſe 


books; and plainly indicate, that either 


the Hebrew text was originally tranſlated 
by different perſons; or that our preſent 
Greek copies actually contain a mixed verſion · 


Of theſe two hy potheſes let the reader take * 


his choice. 
Alfter this publication of the TY | 
teuch, a Greek tranſlation of the re main- 
ing books of the Old Teſtament was 
gradually carried on, and at laſt completely | 


Fniſbed :—bur when, and by whom, theſe 


We books were actually tranſlated, we 


14 


* vu Bod. ds Ve Gr. bb. U. e. V. 90. | q 
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cannot preciſely determine, That moſt, if 
not all, of them were providentially finiſhed 
before the perſecution of Antiochus Epiphanes, 
that is, about 120 years. before Chriſt, is 
abundantly evident from the ſections of the 
Prophets and Hagiographers, then read, cor- 
reſpondent to the cuſtom of the Hebrews, in 
all the ſynagogues of the Helleniſts, who un» 
derſtood only the Greek language. This I 
ſay upon ſuppoſition, that the ancient Jewiſh 
Calendar was the ſame with the modern, 
which often refers to the Hagiographers as 
well as to the Prophets, See Lightfoot's 
works, vol. I. p. 304, &c. Engl. Ed. 
That the Prophetical and Hagiographical 
books were tranſlated by different perſons, the 
difference of ſtyle and phraſeology is an am- 
ple proof, And if they were trauflated by 
different perſons, they were, ae tranſs 
lated at different times. 
The book of Joſhua is ſuppoſed, from the 
uſe of the Gallic word 9g, (ch. viii. 18, 
19 Vat.) to have been tranſlated ſome. time 
after the irruption of the Gauls into Greece 
and Aſia— that is, about the latter end of the 
reign of Ptol. Euergetes, or the beginning of 
Ptol. * s; and conſequently about 
| B 2 20 * | 


I4 73 


26 yeais after the tranſlation of the Pentateuch. 
This concluſion I could readily adopt, were 
J ſure that the word in queſtion came from 
the pen of the original tranſlator. - But 1 
have my doubts. The Greek 'y&io%; occurs 


no where but in this place, and at ver. 26, 


according to ſome copies “, ' through fryd, its 
correſpondent Hebrew, is to be found in five 
others. There is reaſon to ſuſpect, that the 
Septuagint word was at firſt, æ g: See 1 Sam. 
xvi?. 6, 45. and that the preſent reading, 
& To yeurw, came from ou] T yera of 
Aquila; a and cauſed that redundancy; ſo viſible 
now in the Greek text. For thus I ſuppoſe 
it to have ſtood in its dendine ſtate. Ex re 
Ty Nip 0s, c Y da r e Ty x-fi os, &c. 
Symmachus renders T9 by dong: and ſo 
does Joſephus, who frequently in his trafſla- 
tions follows the Septuagint, But let not this 
affect the date of the Versen. nes en 
The books of Judges, Samuel, Kings, ind 
Ruth were tranſlated by the ſame perſon, as 
plainly appears from a peculiar phraſeology 
Wt ore argc. them all. The bannen 


1. Verte 15 1 is, TIP in th Vat. and Alex. 'MSS, And 


the Hebrew. icelf ſee r ns to have beep orig an a marginal 
Slo. 


1 
I mean, conſiſts in the abſurd inſertion of the 
word . en oy Pup nn verb. _— 


13 Jhiſhpint vi. 18. 70 e IO 
| | 1 2 Sam, xi. 5. 8yw ein- ey yage exws 
243 1 Kings 11. 2. 570 2 op Df. 4 
2 Kings xxii. 20. ye ei- ere. | 
re IV. 4. 27 = ayxiselo. * 1 


More ne of is a kind may eaſily 
be traced as well in the Alexandrian as in the 
Vatican copy. See particularly Judges v. 3, 
Vat. where the word occurs twice to the ut- 
ter confuſion of the languagmme. 
Too the foregoing ſucceeded theiGreoky ver- 
def Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah- 
Theſe books are but indifferently tranſlated; 
and in many places not tranſlated at all- the 
pure Hebrew words making now a part of the 
verſion. See the like Gen. xx11. 13. | 
The book of Eſther, as it ſtood in eſtimax. 
tion next to the Pentateuch “*, was probably 
—— next after it. Of this book” we 


* ut apperet e ex iſto ad i 6 oe libres 
10 Propheticos et Hagiographos abolitum iri diebus Mefſis, 
„ excepto libro Eſther, quem æque ſtabilem eſſe atque Pens 
66 22 Hody de Verſ. Gr. lib, II. c. ix. 


B 3 have 


1 
| 


* 


have two different and diſagreeing tranſla- 


tions one made perhaps by the. Eaftern, 
and the other by the Weſtern Jews. But 
be they made by whom you pleaſe, they 
were made by perſons who- added greatly to 


the original tory—which is ſtill more en- 


larged by the Chaldee Paraphraſt. 
The tranſlator of the book. of Job was 


evidently a good ſcholar ; and, it ſhould ſeem, 
a poet: for he frequently makes uſe of poeti- 


cal phraſes, Thus, ch. x. 16. — ja 


Neg. poetice Pro Ne. 


The Pſalms and Proverbs are admirably 


' tranſlated : Eccleſiaſtes not fo well The 


ſtyle of this verſion ſomewhat reſembles that 


of Aquila: it abounds in the improper uſe of 


the prepoſition | ovv. See Ecel. viit.- 17, &c. 
where it abſurdly occurs no leſs than four times 
in the Alexandrian rr The Vatican is a 
little different. 

The prophets fell into ASeroe ids, 
and-fared accordingly. Ezekiel met with 
an excellent tranſlator : Jeremiah, with an 
indifferent one: but Ifaiah, with a * one 
indeed. 


. 4 Uſler. de ed, LXX. Interpretum, h. 7, ke. 
Of 


ETA 525 
Of all the minor prophets, Amos is the 
beſt tranſlated; and Obadiah perhaps the 
worſt, Habakkuk deſerves particular notice; 
eſpecially chapter the third, where Cod. 
Barb. and Vat. differ moſt amazingly. See Bos's 
LXX. If this Barberinian fragment be a part, as 
ſome ſuppoſe, either of the Vth or VIth edi- 
tion; how much is it to be lamented, that we 
have not more of thoſe editions left ? 
The preſent Greek verſion of Daniel is 
generally ſuppoſed to be Theodotion's, and 
not the Septuagint's. But this ſuppoſition, 
chiefly founded on the authority of Jerom, 
ſeems to me to be at leaſt doubtful, if not 
entirely wrong. My real ſentiment is, that 
the preſent Greek of the book of Daniel, 
like that of the other books of the Old Teſta- 
ment, is a mixed verſion, principally derived 
from the Septuagint, but interſperſed with 
various phraſes and ſentences taken from the 
other interpreters; and particularly from 
Theodotion. To be convinced of this, the 
reader need only confolt the commentary of 
Jerom; where he will find, that & wary 
youunTinxy, Ch. i. 17. crept in from Sym- 
machus—xa} auſlaxnuc, ch. vl. 4. from 
Theodotion or Aquila—and thaꝶ 3 Gene, 


B 4 PA 


1 
> onippaeras, ch. xi. 31. are two . 
ſions united. | Nn, 
But for a ſtill clearer ao more- e convincing | 


proof of this point, let me refer to the writings = 


of Juſtin Martyr. This critical and philoſo- 
phical Father, in his dialogue with Trypho, 
p. $7, &c. Ed. Febb, quotes out of the Septua - 
gint no leſs than  7wenty verſes together: 
which verſes, compared with their parallels in 
qur preſent Greek Verſion, (Ch. vii. 9—28.) 
manifeſtly ſhew, that the far greateſt part 
is really the Septuagint's and not Theadotion's, 
For Juſtin wrote that dialogue full 40 years 
before Theodotion made his verſion. See 
Uſſerii Syntag. de * Interpretum Venn 
p. 60, &c. 

Let it, finally, be father hed. that 
the Chifian MS. of Daviel, which pretends 
to be the pure verſion of the Seventy, will be 
found on examination to belie its title in the 
moſt ſhameful degree. It accords nearly 
with the Alexandrian MS. and was evidently, 


ke it, tranſcribed either from Origen' s Hex- 


aplar copy; or rather from ſome edition of 
the Koiyn, as will appear below. 

Of the whole Greek Verſion, the Penta- 
reuch ! is by far! the moſt exact, and the moſt 
| accurate 


Wo; 

accurate part. This part, having been exa- 
mined, approved, and confirmed by the Jewiſn 
Sanhedrim of Alexandria, which conſiſted, 
like that of Jeruſalem, of 70 perſons, was 
thence probably called the Septuagint, And 
when the other books were afterwards added 
to it, the ſame name was ſtill preſerved, and 
applied to the whole verſion, 0 


4 SECTION IL 


| of the 8 7 nts and of the * 
Copies from which it was made. ˖ 


T is of no little conſequence, that we 
ſhould know ſomething of the Hebrew 
copies, which the Greek trauſlators had in 
their hands. For the value and importance 
of their verſion muſt greatly depend on the 
ſtate of the copies they made it from. Now 
as the Jews of Alexandria were of the ſame 
ſtock or lineage with thoſe of Paleſtine, it 
may well be ſuppoſed,, that they carried with 
them, 


[ 10 ] 

them, at their ſeveral migrations, the very 
ſame Canonical Scriptures as the Paleſtine 
their verſion at no long diſtance from the 
time of Ezra, viz. at about 160 years after 
his death; it cannot well be imagined, but 
thefr copies were then as perfect as ever; and 
conſequently conformable to thoſe that were 
in the hands of the Paleſtine Jews. 

This reaſoning is ſpecious, and might 
Zhen be true; but now it is not fo. For the 
verſion itfelf plainly ſhews, that the copy, 
from which it was made, differed greatly from 
the prefent Hebrew'text. How ſuch a dif- 
| ference could ariſe, will be explained in ſome 
meaſure hereafter. This, however, let us 
 gemark at preſent, that the Hebrew has no- 
thing to ſupport it, but its own reputed 
verity ; whereas the Septuagint verſion of the 
Pentatench is generally countenanced, in the 
places where it differs from the Hebrew, by 
the Samaritan text. Numberleſs inſtances of 
the agreement between the Septuagint and 


the Samaritan may be ſeen among the Colla- 
tions in 'Walton's Polyglott, tom. vi. As 
Aſo in Hottinger's Theſaur. Philologicus, 
Lib. 1. Cap. 111. Queſt. iv, p. 295, &c. 
a : Theſe 


[ a2 } 
Theſe inſtances clearly demonſtrate, that the 
copy, which the Greek tranflatars uſed, was 

amazingly . conformable to the Samaritan. 
It was not however conformable to it in all 
points. It was, we may affirm, more per- 
fect—at leaſt than the Samaritan now is. In 
proof of this aſſertion, I would refer to that 
noted text=—xai Wwporxuvnoaruraey aUTY WAvTE 
eyy:xo O88. Deut. xxxii. 43. Vat. which 
has been authenticated and eſtabliſhed by an 
Apoſtle, Hebr. i. 6: and yet is now wanting 
as well in the Es as in the Hebrew - 


text. 


It may be ſaid perhaps, that the Apoſile 
quoted the foregoing words from Pſal. xcvi. 7. 
according to the Septuagint; changing only 
the perſon of the verb, and inſerting the 


antecedent inſtead of the relative, Now 


though I am not certain, that the Apoſtles ever 
uſed ſuch liberties; yet I might poſſibly come 
into this opinion, could I by any means 
account for the inſertion of the words in the 
Greek of Deuteronomy, but from the corre- 
ſponding Hebrew being then extant in the 
_ tranſlator's copy. See how the verſe is inter- 
polated and es ge in the — 

manuſcript. N 
Again: 
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Again: The copy, which the LXX tranſ- 
lated, bad in Gen. ix. 1, as well as in Gen. 

I. 28. and for the ſame reaſon, the word 
re- inſerted: which word is now want- 
ing: both in the Hebrew and Samaritan text. 
The Greek in either place is xf, - 
cart ad rig. I mention this more particularly, 


becauſe the learned Hottinger, unwilling to 


allow any. defect in the Hebrew text, has 
endeavoured, by a fyriaſm, to torture the 


next word, dow, into the above ſenſe; 


of which it is by no means capable. See 
Theſ. Phil. p. 368. 1. 3.—But to proceed. 

The remaining books of Scripture, having 
na Samaritan counterparts, nor yet any 
Hebrew MSS. of ſu fficient antiquity, with 
which they may be juſtly compared; we can 
no otherwiſe judge of | their-ſtate and inte- 


grity, but by carefully conſulting the ancient 


vetſions: and particularly the Greek. ; Now 
from theſe verſions we are often led to infer, 


that the copies, which the Greek tranſlators 


had in their hands, contained readings very 
different from the 80 Hebrew text“ 
irrt zi 1 2 W002 Z: 8 This 


4. 4 , 


* Of 9 numerous inſtances that micht be produced i in 

> of this n it may not be amiſs to ſubjoin 2 
＋ ; 

ere oh | Fir 


| 1 3 1 
This is evident from the different ſenſe of 
the paſſages, as they ſtand in the Greek 
and Hebrew. Not that the variations of 

1 | 5 benſe 


| Firk 8 in 2 N XXIV. 13. it is * to | David 
Shall Seven years of famine come unto thee? Or, wilt thou 
flee three months before thine enemies? Or, that there be tree 
days peſtilence in thy land ? So the Hebrew, the Targum, 
and all the verſions, except the Greet,, Now the Greek verfiou 
has rTpic dry .““ Shall three years of famine? 
which not only preſerves the analogy of the terms, but is con- 
firmed to be the true reading * the Hebrew text in 1 Chron. 
XXI. 12. | | #81 4 4 ** 
Again, we read a little above i in the ſame * viz. 2 
Sam. xx1v. 9. that when Joab gave up the number of the 
people, there were in Iſrael eight hundred thouſand valiant 
* men : and the men of Judah were five hundred thouſand.” 
So the Hebrew, the Targum, and all the verſions, truly and 
properly. But in 1 Chron. xxt. g. where the ſame ſtory is told, 
we find that in Iſrael there were a thouſand, and an hun- 
0% dred thouſand men that drew theſirord : and in Judah there 
« were four hundred and ſeventy thouſand.” 80 the Heb. 
text, and fo the Gr. Syr. and Vulg. verſions. But the Arabic 
tranſlator read, exactly as it is in 2 Samuel. Now ſince the 
Arabic verſion was confeſſedly made from that of the Swenty; 
it is evident to me, that heir verſion in this place, however it 
may now differ, was at firſt the ſame with that in 2 Samuel 
- and therefore that the Hebrew here ſhould be corrected 
accordingly. Though the text 'is extremely . yet * 
MSS. afford us no help. | 
Moreover, in Num. ch. iv. it is exprefsly ſaid, (and ſaid k 
leſs than even times) ſee Heb. and Sam. copies,“ that the 
Levites were NG into the ſervice of the tabernacle from 30 
$ to go years of age: and yet it is as expreſsly {aid Num. vii 
| | 24z 25» 
2 


14 } 
ſenſe in the Greek are always indications 
of different readings in the Hebrew. The 
tranſlators were far from being, all of them, 
equally learned; and their verſions are conſe- 
quently juſt as far from being equally exact. 
T have noted above which are the beſt; and 
therefore to be moſtly depended upon. And 
this critics ſhould carefully obſerve, and 
impartially weigh, before they preſume to 
correct the Hebrew by the Greek. Can any 
two paſlages differ more in ſenſe than theſe ? 
Then the moon ſhall be confounded, and the 


24, 25. in the very ſame copies, * at they were taken into 
it from the age of 25 to 50 years. Thus contradictory 
do matters now ſtand. And how are theſe contradictions to be 
reconciled? Not in the way that commentators have uſed ; 
but eafily enough, if we adopt the verfion of the LXX, and cor- 
re& the original thereby. For the reading of their Heb. copy; 
ch. iv. was throughout exactly conformable to ch. viii. as 
their tranſlation of the ſeven places referred to above mani - 
feſtly indicates For it is either ax3 dxoo wii ird. rr a7s 
ile x} uxoonild;. x. 7+ N. and this ſets all to right. When the 
tabernacle was fixed, 1 Chron. xxiii. 24. 27: they were 
taken in at 20 years old ; which is a faulty reading of ſome 
MS. in ch. the 1v. of Numbers. | | 

There is another inſtance, viz. Num. xvi. 24. which is 
right in the Septuagint, but amazingly wrong and inconſiſtent 
in the Hebrew. The judicious reader wil readily find it out 
by comparing this 24 verſe with yer, 12 and 25: And then 
read according to the V ausican. | 


& {ſun 


6 as 3 
« ſun aſhamed.” —* And the brick ſhall melt, 
« and the wall ſhall tumble“ Vet they are 
two different tranſlations of one and the ſame 
text, If. xxiv. 23—the former according to 
the Hebrew, and is right: the latter according 
to the LXX, aud is wrong; owing to the in- 
terpreter's ignorance of the language. He 
read thus Y NaN MANTMBM — miſ- 
taking n for A in the word ren. And 
this reading is a plain proof, among many 


_ others, that the copies, which the Greek 


tranſlators uſed, were not marked with vowel 
points. 


SECTION 


of the Septuagint Verfiom, and the Manner in 
which it was executed. f 


T. is manifeſt that the Greek interpreters 
tranſlated in general very literally; though 
they run ſometimes into the way of para- 
phraſe, and lean at other times to Jewiſh tra- 
ditions. It is moreover to be obſerved, that 
the Greek tranſlators, verſed in the languages 
of the neighbouring nations, were often 
prompted to derive the Hebrew from the 
kindred roots in thoſe languages, and to 
render the words accordingly. Thus the 
word , juftus vel mundus fis, is rendered 
by the Seventy, Pial. L. 4. vnenoys, vincas, 
from the Syriac ſiguification of the root Int. 
To this other inſtances are added in Fuller. 

Miſcell. Sacr. Lib. I. cap. vii. 
Thus again, wegn, If. Liii. 10. contundere 
eum, is rendered by the LXX. xabagiva: avrev 
from 
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from the Chaldaic ſenſe of the root N. 
mundavit. And indeed, if they had in their 
poſſeſſion any of the ancient Chaldee para- 
phraſes, or even any fragments of them, it is 
natural to think, they would often pay them 
peculiar deference. a 

But theſe are not the only languages they 
had an eye to. They ſometimes adopted 
Arabiſms. Thus Exod. xviii. 11. n, ſuper- 
bibrunt, LXX. iniderro, from the Arabic wer, 
addidit. So again, 2 Kings xi. 6. Wo en. 
in porta Sur. Lxx & way Tov ed, from the 
Arabic ſenſe of Mb, via. Thus alſo Job xxxi. 
I 2. ee Tp, uſque ad perditionem. LXX, Ed. 
Ald. , wavrwv Twv i eỹꝭ; from the Arabic 
Mee, or pl. gd, ælernitas. 

As the Seventy Interpreters lived in Egypt, 
it may well be expected, they ſhould alſo 
ſometimes uſe the Coptic or Egyptian dialect. 
And accordingly we find they did. - For 
Verben — Pavyxs Gen. XII. 45. is pure 
Coptic : and means, as Philo, another Egyp- 


tian, explains it, xpuz]av due, or ove-goxpiryge © 


As it ſtands in the Greek, it ſeems to be a 
middle dialect bet y een that which occurs in 
the Hebrew, and the other extant in the Sa- 
maritan copy—PFor the three ſound alittle dif- 
ferently. | | 
C Again, 


' Again, "Ax: ' Of Axe, Gen. xli. 25 18, 
is another Coptic or Egyptian word, which 
the Greek interpreters have retained untrauſ- 
lated, Query, did they miſtake nx for 
de? or are the words two different dialects 
of the ſame language? In the prophecy con- 
cerning Egypt, Il. xIx. 7, the ſame word is 
introduced again, and not improperly, into 
the Greek verſion—70 ax: r xAwger Wer, 
&c. a 
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| Some Remarks on the conduct of the Seventy = 
ter preters, reſpecting the fidelity of their 
Vierſion. | as: | 


FT was A queſtion formerly much agitated, 
4 whether the Seventy tranſlated faithfully 
from their Hebrew copy. They are charged 


text, or at leaſt with having tranſlated as if it 
had been altered, in 13 places. The places 
ſpecified are theſe—viz; Gen. i. 1, 26. Gen. 
ii. 2*, Gen. v. 2. Gen. xi. 7. Gen. xviii. 
12. Gen. xlix. 6. Exod. iv. 20. Ex. xii. 40 *. 
Ex. xxiv. 11. Num. xvi. 15 *. Deut. iv. 19. 
And the word Hare, Lev. xi. 6. or Deut. 

xiv. 7. they alſo changed, leſt they ſhould 

offend Ptolemy, whoſe wife or mother was 

called Arnebta. - But how falſe and injurious 

is this accuſation! For, of theſe thirteen | 
Places, three only are now to be found, and 
| Ca thoſe 


by the Talmudifts with having altered the - © 


1 & } 

thoſe are marked above, which differ from 
the Hebrew text, And as theſe three are 
ſupported by the Samaritan reading, with 
what juſtice can they be called falſe interpre- 
tations wwilfully made? 

There is no room to doubt, but the LXX 
interpreters followed cloſely the reading of 
their copies; and tranſlated as faithfully as 
their knowledge of the Hebrew language 
enabled them to do. But in this reſpect, viz. 
the knowledge of Hebrew, there was cer- 
tainly a great difference between ſome of them 
and others; which makes a difference in the 
exactneſs of the ſeveral parts of the verſion. 
And yet even that part of it which is accounted 
among the leaſt exact, I mean the Greek of 
Iſaiah, enabled our learned and worthy Dio- 
ceſan, Bp: Lowth, to corre& ſeveral errors, 
and to ſupply ſeveral defects, which at this 
time ſully and debaſe the printed Han. 
"your his notes on pac —_ 


'S 
| 


bike. 
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SECTION V. 


Some Conſiderations on the Repute in which 
the Septuagint Yer fion was held by different 
People. 1 


HE Septuagint verſion ſtood alone in 

uſe for about 400 years: that is, 
from its firſt compilement to the days of 
Aquila. In what high eſtimation it was held 
by the Greeks and Egyptians, as well as by 
Chriſtians, Philo proves by an ample teſti- 
mony—by the annual feaſt that was con- 
ſtantly celebrated in the iſland of Pharos, in 
commemoration of its firſt publication. The 
ſame is confirmed by the uſe which the Hel- 


leniſts made of it in their ſynagogues. Ter- N 


tull. Apolog. Moreover, by its maintaining 
its ground in the conteſt which the Jews 

made againſt it, in the reign of Juſtinian, 

about the year of Chriſt 352. Novel. cxLvi. - 
And finally, by the ſeveral tranſlations that 
have been made of it into different languages, 
the Syriac, Arabic, Latin, Coptic, &c. 
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Some Remarks on the State of the Septuagint 
J erfion, and the Alterations it underwent, 
from 105 . r/t publication fo the days 2 Ori gen. 


8 he Septusgint verſion was 1 
completed, ſo was it gradually delivered 
out to be copied for common uſe. The firſt 
tranſcripts, eſpecially thoſe made in Egypt. 
were all, we may preſume, ſcrupulouſly exact. 
But the ſynagogue rulers in remoter regions, 
attedfive ſtill to the common utility, were 
induced to make, in ſome places, certain al- 
tetatious in the original verſion ; and, for the 
ſake” of perſpicuity, to adapt it to their own 
idiom. Such is my notion. And confor- 
mable to this notion is the expreſs and poſi- 
tive declaration of Jerom *. Kon autem 
iſta, hoc eſt, Communis Editio, ipſa eſt 
quæ et Septuaginta ſed pro locis et erer, 
1 Epiſt ad Sun. et Fretel. et Præfat. Com. Al F 
bus, 


* 
. 
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bus, et pro voluntate ſeri ptorum veterum va- 


} 


riata, in toto orbe diverſa eſt. 


From this ſource, it ſhould ſeem, proceded 
many of thoſe various readings, and different 
technical terms, which we ſo often meet with, 
at this time, in different copies of the Septua 
gint. To explain my meaning, and to aſcer- 
tain the fact, I ſhall inſtance i in a TY particu- 
culars. 4} | 


Thus Gen. xiv. 21. vat” TE; * Sat: Oxon. 
rug Taeidac. 


"Ihe * 26. Alex. 76 el rere Vat. 16 
pnuẽrd ro. | 

Exod Xo I. Alex: iEapure. Vat: miha. | 

Num. v. 2. Alex. i 6 cgi. Vit 


| £x TIS wapepConng. 
Deut. xxii. 7. Alex. Vat. nadir Oxon. | 


| {arpoxggoviog. * N 
| Joth. vil. 21. Alex. Vat. oa TOs o. 
gon Wolki. * | 


| Judges viii. 34. Vat. dr thy FRE 

| urg xuxAober. * 1 | 

Alex. wavrwy Tay beds corav αοννẽỹ he ®. © 

Iſai, xlix; 2. Vat. 18 ue. Alex. ici 
race Le. f 


* The reader would do well to compare the Yar. and Mex.” 
copies throughout the book of Judges, 
. VE Ezek. 


Verſion, p. 3 e Sg 


L. 34 9. 

_Ezek. XXiv. 18. Vat. 7 ov TgoToY, Alex, xabus. h 

et fic ſæpe. | 

Amos 1 IX. 4. Vat. xai cuptes (Ald, dies) 51 

0 ohe fait Aen. Alex. Loh c To Tpo- | 
card leu. | 


* 


1 Such, 1 think, and from ſuch ſources 


derived, were the principal differences which 


Origen obſerved at firſt between the ſeveral 
copies of the Septuagint. Other differences 
indeed he mentions“, which exiſted, not ſo 
much between one Septuagint copy and another, 
as between al the Septuagint copies and the 
Hebrew text. Theſe then, being of a pecu- 
liar kind, muſt be accounted for on peculiar 


principles. The confuſion at the end of Exo- 


dus—the omiſſions in Ifaiah—and the tranſ- 
poſitions in Jeremiah, which he ſo loudly 
complains of, and ſo unjuſtly charges on the 
original interpreters, have been already note ed, 


and in part accounted for, in another work + 


All that I ſhall further obſerve is, that the 
order of the prophecies. in the book of Jere- 
a is much more regular and chrono- 


. 2910 po cant 
+ See my Enquiry into the Preſent States of the eee 
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logical, according to the Septuagint, than 
according to the Hebrew: and conſequently 
that the fault, if it be any fault, is to be attri- 
buted to the latter, and not to the former. 5 
However, ſince the difference of order from 
the Hebrew is exactly the ſame, both in the 
Vatican and Alexandrian copy, it is a plain 
proof, that neither of them was taken from 
the Hexapla, but from ſome edition or other 
of the Kowy. For the Hexaplar Septuagint 
was conformable throughout to the order of 
the Hebrew text. But of this no more ; let 
us now proceed. 8 
Ihe Septuagint verſion, in its deſcent 
downwards, underwent moreover many and 
ſignal alterations of another kind. There 
were no leſs than 500 years from its firſt 
compilement to the days of Origen. And 
ſince, through all this tract of time, the 
tranſcribers were ſeldom, if ever, able to 
compare the tranſlation with the original, 
faults muſt continually increaſe in proportion 
to the number of copies taken, And there« 
fore it is no wonder, that Origen ſhould make 
ſuch diſmal complaints of the mighty differ- 
ences he often obſerved between the ſeveral 
copies. 


| Theſe 


14) 
"Theſe differences aroſe from various Guſes: | 
bur chiefly, 1. from the negligence or inad- 


vertency, 2. from the ignorance, and, 3. from 


the boldneſs and conceit, of tranſcribers, 
For I meddle not here with the alterations 
made by contending parties which are not a 
few both in the Greek and Hebrew copies. 
I. To the article of negligence or inad- 


vertency I would refer all foreign inſertions, 


and tranſmutations, of letters. Such as res. 
@eic for rœelg, Gen. xv. 1 Fo and Cubaxala 
Alex. for ZaCabaxe, Gen. x. 7, The miſ- 
taking of letters, from whence we read in 
Alex. Pena for Peu ec, and Tac, for Tah, 
Gen. XX1l, 24 Not to mention n for oxy-. 
224, Gen. xiii, 5. and many others of the like 
ſort. All omiffions of words and ſentences, and 


all unwary repetitions, come likewiſe under 


this head. Thus Gen. xxxii. 5. Alex. Kal 
err 1¹⁰ Pos, ral voy Kai eee a 5 
Pie (waideg it ſhould be), xk wasn. 
Errours of this kind are amazingly frequent 
in the Alexandrian MS, from which the 
Vatican is generally free—Both are ſometimes 


| redundant, See Gen. xix. 20. in fine, 


II. It is paſt doubt, that ſeveral glahe, ex- 
planatory of n e in the text, were 
W 


(#3 
anciently inſerted by ſome learned men in the | 
margin of their copies. The/z, future tranſeri- 
bers, ignorant of their uſe, frequently adopted 
inſtead of the true textual words; or elſe in- 
troduced them, to the confuſion of the ſenſe, 
after the phraſes they were meant to explain. | 
Thus Gen. xli. 2. eCorxovro t 87 76 "Ayer. Ales. 
Vat. & TY 1 0%0n: Ed. Ald. where oxby it is taken 
from the margin, and the original Ax 1s" 
excluded.” See the next verſe again in Alex. 
In Maial xix. 7. we read, xa 2s "Axis 7d 
Mao way, *. To X. Alex. Vat. where rd 
Wr Tay, the marginal gloſs, 1s added to 

13" Avi, of wicht it is explanatory. Such in- 
ee are numerous and obvious. pore 

III. To the boldnefs and conceit of tran- 
{cribers J am obliged to attribute many varla- 5 
tions of different kinds. As, 

1. Where they inſert words to make the” 
ſenſe plainer. Thus Gen. Xxvili. 2. eig 11 
Meoororaplay Vat. ig Ty Mero rafelan Eugiag.. 
Alex. Compare particularly Gen. xxix. 6. Vat. 
with the ſame in Alex. And fo in a thouſand 
other places and more eſpetially in thoſe, 
| where they often ſubſtitute, and not injudici- 
_ onſly, the antecedent forthe relative. An expe- 
dient not a little conducive to the better under- 

59 * | | ſtanding 
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ſtanding of Scripture, See MS. Oxon, Exod, 
VII. 2. at the end. 

2. Where they omit words, as thinking 
them ſuperfluous and needleſs. Thus Gen. 
XXVi. 12, 18, The Vatican reads only 
Harig, but the Alexandrian, conformable to 
the Hebrew, Hari my So frequently in other 
places, Thus again. Exod, IX. 4 the Ox. 
MS. has only, 1 rhuuricus an GUT Wy purer; . 
but the Vat. 2 re & T0, WavTWY TAY rd 
ige ld * zii And the Alexandrian, 4 
rin. d 770 TW ,, Tov XT1VOv Tay u lea 
pyròr. Inſtances of this kind are innumerable; 


which I leave the Reader to collect at his lei- | 


ſure. | 
- Ap: Where for ſome words or phraſes they 


ſubſtituted others, which they conceived to 


be more expreſſive and energetical. Thus Gene | 
xlii. 4. for the word wanexic, as it ſtands in 
Alex. and Vat. the Oxford MS. reads xlyduyos. 
80 again, ibid. 9. for xaravojom it has xara- 
eri ſubſtituted. To inſtance once more 
—for the phraſe, Ti dre, © rad Evges, q in- 

- Gen. xxvii. 20. Alex. Vat. the Oxf. 
MS. has another, ſhorter indeed, but more 
forcibly exptoted, which isi Fro ors. 


ira urg, rixvY > 


IV. Several ä 
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VI. Several variations, as was obſerved be- 
fore, owe their riſe to the different idioms of 
different countries. Of this kind are cui 
Vat. and g4y4» Alex. Gen. xix. 8. Kanvog Alex, 
Vat. rule Oxon, Exod. xix. 18. ßongalvl 
Alex. Vat. and Cie Oxon. Joſh. viii. 24. So 
again ch. xi. 11. Vat. has 3, Son. Alex. 
& go 1085. Oxon. e. Por Paxaipas. 

To this head we may likewiſe refer the va- 
rious permutations of conſonants and vowels. 
And here 1 cannot but lament, that the 
learned Grabe ſhould be ſo perverſely diligent, 

as to obliterate thoſe manifold and deep traces 
of the Alexandrian or Jonian dialect, which 
perpetually occurred in'the MS, he publiſhed, 
— A diale& which Homer, Heſiod, Herodo- 
tus, Hippocrates and ſeveral others conſecrated 
by their writings. I ſhall only ſpecify in one 
inſtance. In Grabe's printed edition we have, 
Gen. xiv. 23, 24. the words ambopar and 
Nidra, whereas his copy read xine. 
and ajuboJa: which is alſo the reading of the 
Cotton MS. Future editors will pay, I hope, 
due attention to this, and ſuch like, articles. 
They are the characteriſtical marks of MSS. 
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Sue Remarks on the Septuagint Verſion, and the 
Alterations it under went by means 4 Origen's 
 Hexapla, oi 


TO. elucidate this ſubject, it is neceſſary.I 
| A ſhould repeat a prior obſervation, viz. that 
the Septuagint verſion ſtood alone in ute, and 
highly venerated, for the ſpace of 400 years; 
that is, until near the middle of the ſecond 
century of the Chriſtian ara, During this 
period, it could hardly undergo any other alte- 
rations, than what ſprung from the cauſes al- 
ready mentioned - from the different idioms | 
of different countries, or from the cateleflneſs, 
ignorance, or boldneſs, of tranſcribers. Theſe 
diſadvantages it might, and did, anciently 
labour under. But how much it ſuffered by 
them, cannot now be known. Suffice it then 
jo know, that Sillerent copies, i” to- 
gether, 


3 1 
gether, might effectually ſerve, not only to 

detect, but alſo to rectify, the faults of each 
other: and that by ſuch means the whole 
verſion might have been reſtored to a much 
purer and more perfect ſtate, than we are 
generally diſpoſed to imagine. 

But whatever miſtakes or defects the Greek 
copies might be chargeable with, the method 
which Origen took to corre@ them unfortu- 
nately proved the very means of increafing 
them. For when he adjuſted the Septuagint 
column of the Hexapla to the falſe and im- 
perfect ſtandard of his Hebrew copy ®, 
abridging it in ſome places by obeli, and en- 
larging it in others by intermixtures from'the 
later verſions under aſteriſks, he did it even- 
tually, though not intentionally, a laſting and 
irreparable injury. By theſe means, and the 
conſequent omiſſion of the ſignatures in fu- 
ture tranſcripts, the original Septuagint ſoon 
became a confuſed, heterogeneous maſs---de- 
baſed and adulterated by this foreign alloy to 
ſuch a degree, that it is how RG 5 hee * 
reſtore it to its genuine purity. 

If it can be reſtored at all, it is chiefly 
to be done by collating the Greek manu- 
ſeripts, and comparing thoſe collations with 


cSee my Critical Diſquiſition on Origen's celebrated * | 
3 : 
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the collated Hebrew. This I look, Upm 
23. the principal remedy; and. ſorry I am 
it has remained ſo long untried. 


The ſeveral verſions made from che 


Greek may contribute not a little to the ſame 
good purpoſe. ” 
And ſo may the large quotations that o oc- 
cur in the works of thoſe eccleſiaſtical writers 
who lived before the days of Aquila; and 
who conſequently had no other verſion but. 
that of the Seventy to quote from. Nor let 
it be imagined, though they often contract, 
that they quoted memoriter, and therefore 
inaccurately- neither is it any real objection 


to their ful/ quotations, that they ſometimes. 


turn a part of the ſentence ſo as to ſuit the 
form. of their diſcourſe. | | 

I have now, I was: e putſued my 1 
j& far enough : and therefore ſhall here cloſe 
the account. If it wants any addition, it is 
that of a perfect catalogue of all the Greek 
MSS. of the Septuagint, or of its various 
parts, that we know to be now extant. But 
for ſuch a catalogue I muſt refer to the in- 
duſtry of the curious reader, who may extract 


it without much labour, in a toletably com- 


plete degree, from J. Le Long's Bibliotheca 


Wers. Ber. De Moutfaucon's Hexapla, and 


Dr. Ken- 
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Dr. Kengiente $ Diſſertatio Genemlis * 121; 
ec. Such a catalogue, I fay; the curious 
reader may draw up without much trouble. 
For the Greek copies are comparatively very 
few. The Hebrew MSS. of the Old Teſta- 
tament, including the Samaritan copies, 
amount to far above fix hundred; whereas 
the Greek MSS. of the Septuagint, by 
the beſt calculation I could yet make, do 
not come up to h that number. This the 
reader may think ſtrange. But a little atten· 
tion to Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory will enable us to 
ſolve this ſeeming paradox. And the ſolution 
reſults from the following circumſtance. 
A long and grievous controverſy, concerning 
the time of celebrating Eaſter, unhappily 
broke out, towards the cloſe of the fecond 
century, between the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
churches. This controverſy, as it became 
more violent in its progreſs, ſo it gradually 
diminiſhed that confidence, harmony, and 
connexion, which had formerly ſubſiſted be- 
tween them. In conſequence of this breach, 
the books of the Eaſtern churches, and eſpe- 
cially thoſe of the Septuagint, were cloſely 
kept among themſelves ; and totally with-held 
from all the members of the Weſtern church. 
| D Hence 


Hence we may clearly account for the 


our ſtore. For the perſecutions and diſorders, 
which happened in the Eaſtern church ſoon 


W at 


city of ſuch, i. e. Septuagint, 'MSS. in this 
Weſtern part of the world. Milder treatment 
from the church of Rome, and from her 
haughty Pontiff, Victor, might have procured 
us a chance, at leaſt, of obtaining more nu- 


merous, and more ancient copies. But now 
wie muſt. be content with what we have as 


we have, alas! but little reaſon to expect, that 
we ſhall ever be able to improve, and inereaſe 


after the beginning of the third century, ocea- 
ſioned many, if not moſt, of the beſt Greek 


books, of various kinds, to be either loſt or 


deſtroyed. However, as we have indolently 


made ſo little, or rather no uſe, of the many 
Septuagint copies we already poſſeſs; it is 


perhaps but judicially right, that we — 


not be 2 1 any more. 
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HEBREW AND SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH, 


Codicibus emendandis primitis debet invigilare ſolertia 
eorum qui Scripturas Divinas nofle defiderant. 
Auguſtin, de Doct. Chr. Lib. II. 
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| Hebrew and Samaritan Pentateuths | 


OF THE 


OW much and how often foever the 
Hebrew and Samaritan Petitateuch 
may now differ from each other, yet is there 
all the reafon in the world to believe, that 
they were both originally the ſame. Tn 
proof of this point, I need only obſerve, 

that wy 
While the Jews lived all together under the 
dominion of one king, and practiſed the 
| ſame religions ſervices, the Copies they had 
of the Lato wete all neceſſarily of the fame 
fort; uniform both in Reading and Cha- 
racter - which character I apprehend'to have 
been that, which we now call the Sama- 
rilan. | 


- On 


| ma 
On the revolt of the Tex Tribes under 
the conduct of Jeroboam, the ſame copies 
remained in their hands; and continued in 
the ſame ſtate, For Jeroboam, and his ſuc- 
ceſſors, made no innovations, except in the 
times and places of celebrating the principal 


Feaſts. Hence then it appears, that they 
retained their Copies perfe& for the longer 


ſpace of 240 years, quite down to their cap- 
tivity under Shalmaneſer about the year be- 
fore Chriſt 721—and ſtill in the Samaritan 


PR character. 7 . x 4 


Upon the tranſportation of the As$YRIANs 


into the cities of Samaria, about the year be- 
fore Chriſt 678, that is, 43 years after the 


removal of the children of Iſrael; the Prieſt, 
who was ſent from the captivity to inſtruct 


them, carried with him one or more Copics 
of the Law, which guided them 1 in the ſer- 
vice of „ the God of the land,” i. e. Jeho- 
vah *. Thus the ſame Copies, in the ſame 
character, came into the hands of the A- 
rian Samaritans, as were before in the hands 
of their predeceſſors, the Iſraelites : aud 


therefore the ſame with thoſe that were 
then | in the hands of the other Two Tribes; 


* 2 Kiogs xvii, 28. | 
and 
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and which they afterwards carried with them 
into Babylon. 

To this period then, that is, to the yeat 
before Chriſt 587, both Pentateuchs ſeem to 
have continued, in the main, perfectly con- 
formable to each other. But though con- 
formable to each other, yet is it by no means 
to be inferred, that they alſo continued 
perfectly conformable to Moſes's archetypal 
Copy. There are many paſſages, as well in 
the SAMARITAN as in the Hebrew Penta- 
teuch, that evidently oppoſe ſuch a conclu- 
ſion. It cannot well be imagined that Moſes 
himſelf ſhould deſcribe his own death, bu- 
rial, and character; as we find them related 

in Deut. xxxiv. 5—12. Nor is it likely 
that the genealogy recorded in Exod. vi. 14 
227. ſhould come from his pen; eſpecially 
"the two laſt verſes. See alſo Numbers zii. 
3. Theſe, and ſeveral other incidental Re- 
marks, whether made by Joſhva, Samuel, 
or any other inſpired perſon, were adopted 
early by the whole Jewiſh nation; and con- 
ſequently obtained a place in a/l their Co- 
pies—where they now ſtand as ſo any in- 


f TINGS of interpolation. 
| D 3 | But 


+2 
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But this, though worthy of notice, is not 
the point I mean to dwell upon, My par- 
ticular province is to ſhew, that as the Tran- 
ſcribers of the Pentateuch were fallible men, 
ſo were they of courſe liable to errours—and 
accordingly did err in various e and 


| by various means, Such as, 


1. By ian: Gmilar letters. 
2. By tranſpoſing letters. | 
3. By omitting letters. 4 
4. By adding or changing letters. 
5. By trahſpoſing words; and 
4 By ning e Ke. * | 


To theſe ſources we may juſtly attribute the 


firſt and leading differences between the Co- 


pies. Inſtances. of them I need not inſert. 
For they are, ſome or other of them, obyi- 
ouſly. viſible in almoſt every page of Dr. 


Keunicott' 5 Samaritan Collations. And, be 


it remembered, that the Copies. of the Pen- 


tateuch, by whomſoever written, were all, 


antecedent to the Babyloniſh captivity, writ- 


ten in Samaritan characters. 
If we find then, as in truth we do, chat 


4 Errours of various kinds have crept into the 
later 
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later Copies, we may ſafely conelude from 
the fallibility of Tranſeribers, that the more 
ancient Copies were not intitely free from 


them. Theſe: errours however the Jewiſh 
ſcribes, and particularly thoſe of the tp 
Tribes, had they not been careleſs and neg- 
ligent, might eaſily have corrected by their 
Temple Copy. For * the Book of the Law, 
which Hilkiah the high prieſt found in the 
temple. (2 Kings xxii. 8.), ſeems to me to 
have been that of the hand - writing of Moſes; 
and conſequently in the Samaritan character. 
It was finally burut with the Temple in the 
year before Chriſt 588, after it had * 
preſerved full 864 years. 

IfI am right, as I truſt I am, in the pre- 
ceding account, there can be no doubt, but 
that various Readings did exiſt, and might 


have been extracted from the ſeveral Copies, 


that were extant at the commencement of 


the two captivities. Nay, theſe very Copies, 
I eam ſtrongly inclined to believe, were at 
length collated, and many of their various 
Readings adopted in future and lower times. 
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My perſuaſion is founded on this plain fact 
via. that e. if not moſt, of the Keri's or 


marginal 


marginal Readings in the Hebre 
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„are ex- 
tua! Readings in the Samaritan Copies at this 
time. But I muſt here remark, though 


ſomewhat out of place, that there is one in- 


Nance (the Pentateuch contains but two) of 


the loro ſpecies of Keri's, that militates 


"powerfully againſt the antiquity, as well as 
authenticity of our Samaritan Copies. The 


inſtance, I mean, conſiſts of the voces boneſ- 


'Frores, as they are called, which occupy the 


Samaritan text, Deut. xxviii. 30. inſtead of 
the original Hebrew, For theſe refinements 


of diction, theſe voces hong ſtiores, (ſcil. 2509 


nvy for men) were not introduced till very 
late—till the doors of Tiberias formed and 
applied them. This problem, with ſome 
others of a ſimilar kind, Au —— 
to ſolve hereafter. 4 

Beſides the differences which ache 


ſptung from the fallibility and careleflueſs of 
Tranſcribers, there were certainly ſome 
other, and early, differences between the 


two Pentateuchs, which aroſe, J apprehend, 


from the different dialects of the two na- 
tions. For the Ten Tribes, after their ſe- 
paratiou from the Temple-worſhip, could 


not 


( 43 ] 
-not well retain that purity of language *, 
which the Metropolis alone preſerved. In 
proof of this poſition, I would inſtance in 
ſuch words as y for Ox, and vice verſl, al- 
moſt continually. wy for 12, Gen, xxiii. 18. 
Nu for in. Lev. i. 15. 137 for d, Gen. 
Xxxi. 20. n for 37, Numb. xxvii. 17. 
and m for r, Deut. xi. 14. to which 
others of various kinds might eaſily be added. 
1 know not whether I ſhould attribute e 
Sam. for Ded, Heb. Num. xiii, 1, 3, to 
tranſpoſition of letters, or to difference of 
dialect. 
That the Jews likewiſe math uſe of dif- 
ferent dialects at different periods, is evident 
from the different manner in which they 
expreſs the name of their capital city The 
more ancient Jews always called it, 95w7v. 
JFeruſalem. Joſh. xviii. 28. Judg. xix. 10. 
c. But thoſe of later times called it, 
ce, Feruſalaim, See 2 Chron: xxv. 1. 
1 Kings, x. 2, 2 K. ix. 28, If, xxxvi. 2. 
Ezek. viii. 3z, &c. In the Engliſh Polyglott, 
and all printed Hebrew Bibles, the word is 
univerſally read according to the latter de- 


= The Ephraimites, i in a much earlier age, could not 2 
nounce their language right, as appears from Judges xii. 5, 6, 
| nomination, 


it according to the ot hut to go ſome- 
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cottlnition, though the Targum of 45 
than and Septuagint Greek poſitively expreſs 


what farther: 

Does not the proper name 50 Tag's fon, 
m2, favour a little of the Chaldaic dialecr? 
For throughout the Samaritan Pentateuch 
he is always called 2599925, filius ſetieftutis, 


which perfectly agrees with the account his 


brethren give us of him, Gen. xlive 20. 


Thus again, pn, Gen. xIvi. 1. is called 


u, 1 Chron. vi. 1, 2. And let it be re- 
marked, that ſome of the variations, obſerv- 
able in parallel texts, may alſo be teferred to 


this article. Paragogics likewiſe come under 


this head. — And, N. B. they occur We 


ly in the Samaritan Copy. 


There are other differenees indeed, ſoch 


1 mw Sam. for Fb, Lev. xio. 44, Win for 


Den and rnb for 1952, ibid. xx. 2. as alſo 


dy for MD, Numb. xxiii . which are not 


fo eaſily accounted for: but I ſhall have oc- 
caſion to attempt it in another place. 
Jt ſhould ſeem from what we read, Daniel 


ch. iii. ch. vi. and Pſalm cxxxvii. that the Twwo 
Tribes fared worſe, and ſuffered many more 
diſtrefles in Babylon, than the Ten Tribes 


; di 
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did in the cities of the Medes and Affyrians. 
If we ſuppoſe this to have been the caſe, 
and reaſon enough we have to ſuppoſe it 
then it almoſt unavoidably follows, that the 
lofles and mutilations of books, which theſe 
diſtreſſes oceaſioned, and the change of lan- 
guage the Jews adopted, muſt of courſe have 
rendered the Hebrew Copies of the Penta- | 
teuch much more imperfe& and incorrect, 
than thoſe which remained, unmoleſted, in 
the hands of the Samaritans; —And to con- 
nect diſtant events — let it here be further 
obſerved, that the ſevere perſecutions, which 
the Fews ſuſtained during the reign of Anti- 
cchus Epiphanes, muſt neceſſarily operate in 
a high degree to the detriment and depra- 
vation of their facred books; and eſpecially 
of the Pentateuch, — againſt which the ma- 
ice of their enemies was chiefly directed. 
« For every copy of it, that could any 
where be found, they totally deſtroyed or 
defaced.” See 1 Maccab, i, 54—58. Jo- 
ſeph. Antiq. xii. 5. 4. From theſe perfecu- 
tions, and their direful conſequences, the Sa- 
maritans, by their baſe and impious compli- 
ance, ſee Joſeph. Ant. xii. 5. 5. got them - 
elves clearly exempted; and therefore may 

- "IE 


this cnough—Let me now . ho thread 


ES 
be ſuppoſed to have preſerved their Copies i in 
a more perfect ſtate than the harrafſed and 
diſtreſſed Jews. could poſſibly do. But of 


of the hiſtory, x. 
After their return from the Babylondſh 


captivity, the Jews, or at leaſt their Rulers, 
had in their poſſeſſion certain Copies of the 


Law of Moſes, i. e. of the Pentateuch, 
which they read, — it ſhould ſeem. inter- 
preted, to the common people. See Nehe- 


miah, chap, viii; 18. Theſe Copies 


I 


conceive to have been tolerably perfect; be- 
ing, in all likelibood, the very ſame that 


they carried with them into Babylon. But 


as the reſtored Jews, and eſpecially the 


younger part of them, had almoſt loſt all 


knowledge of the Hebrew language, and its 


ancient characters; ; it was ſoon deemed ne- 


ceſſary to transform the Hebrew Scripture 
from the old characters, in which it had 


been written, to thoſe that were uſed by the 


Chaldeans ;— which the Jews were then ac- 
quainted with—readily adopted, —and. have 


— 


ſince retained. 


If Ezra, as the Jews affirm, made this 


tranſmutation, from the Samaritan to the 
; Cuhaldean 
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Chaldean characters, on his reviſal of the 
Hebrew Scriptures (and what ſhould with. 
hold him from doing it, eſpecially as part 
of his own book * is written in that lan- 
guage and character ?---a language and cha- 
racter, which the prophets, Jeremiah and 
Daniel , had in a "_ conſecrated by 
uſing them before him); then muſt His edi- 
tion, reviſed under 7 nn of inſpira- 
tion, be neceſſarily deemed: correct. But 
however correct it might have come out un- 
der that reviſal; yet future Tranſeribers, by 
no means now perfect maſters of the He- 
brew language, made ſeveral miſtakes in 
their ſeveral Copies : many of which are ſtill 
diſcoverable by means of the Keri's or mar- 
gioal readings, 
If this tranſmuration. of characters did not 
take place, as ſome authors contend, till 


* Ezra iv. 8.—vi. 18. and vii. 1226, 

+ Jer. x. 11. | 

1 Dan. ii. 4.— vii. 28. 

It manifeſtly appears from 2 Kings xviii. 26. and Iſaiah 
xxxvi. 11. that the Jews and Aſſyrians perfectly underſtood each 
. other's language, and of courſe their reſpective characters, 
(at leaſt the chiefs of both nations), long before the Babylo- 
- niſh captivity. And this I eſteem a peculiar inftance of good 
- providence—amazingly comfortable, amazingly beneficial to 
both people---and therefore wiſely cultivated. ** 

r 


* 
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after the final deſtruction of Jeruſalem % 
being then, as they fay, introduced and 
eſtabliſhed by the firſt Doctors of the ſchool - 
of Tiberias; then what was faid above of 
the former Tranſcribers, may be juſtly and 
more forcibly applied to theſe later Edi- 
| tors; who were till leſs ſkilful in Hebrew 
| knowledge, and totally deſtitute of that cri- 
| tical and grammatical learning, which their 
| ſucceflors, the Maſorets, long afterwards 
obtained from the ſchools of the Arabians t. 


— — — — — — — 
5 — — 
. 


— — — 


* They who urge the Samaritan infcriptions on the Jewiſh 
Shekels of Simeon, the high Prieft and Prince of the Maccabees, 
on his reſtoring the nat ion to their avcient freadom, as a proof 
that bis change was not made till long after the days of Ezra, 
| ſeem to me to have paid too little regard to what the Jews 

X have advanced in their own defence. They affirm, that when 
| they adopted the Cha/dre character for /acred uſe, they ſtill 
* reſerved the Samaritan for any remarkable vil purpoſes. And 
why might not bey make uſe of two characters, a /acred and 
civil, at the ſame time, when ſo many other nations had prac- 
tiſed the lie before them? Suppaſing this to be the caſe ; nay 
ſuppoſing it ut to be the caſe ; yet how could Simeon ſo trium- 
[ phantly aſcertain the freedom and ſuperiority of his nation to 
their neareſt and moſt violent enemies, the Samaritans, than by 
' Coins ſlamped with his own . 
in Samaritan characters? 
| | dee Father Simon's Critical Hiſt, of the Oid Teſt. book I. 
- chap, xxx. | eee ee ee 
Grammarians, &. 8 
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Judge we, as we pleaſe, of the point now 
hefore us—that 1s, of the time when the 
Biblical characters were changed; certain 
however it is, that the Jewiſh Tranſcribers, 
after their return from the Babyloniſh cap» 
tivity, committed many and grievous errours 
in writing out their ſacred Books. And as 
their Doctors, at that time, buſied them- 
ſelves chiefly in making ſubtile comments 
on the text, they took of courſe but little 
care about the correctneſs and integrity of 
their copies. Hence all the prior faults 
paſſed down, and increaſed, in future Tran- 
ſcripts; until the time came, that Criticiſm 
flouriſhed among them---which gradually, 
in the hands of the Maſorets, corrected and 
reformed, in a high degree, the more an- 
tient textual errours. 

But theſe learned critics, who, it Wün 
be owned, corrected many of che ancient er- 
rours, that occupied the prior text, yet 
made their own improved text, by that con- 
tracted mode of pointing, which they bor- 
rowed from the Arabians, unwarily liable to 
many other errours of various and different 


kinds. 
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The Hebrew, like o/her languages, had 


originally the vowels fully inſerted in the 


body of its words, Which letters were 
radical, and which ſervile in particular 
words, the Jews, when the Hebrew lan- 
guage ceaſed to be vernacular, could not 
well diſcover. This is evident from their 
firſt Grammars, which are almoſt wholly 
employed in explaining the diſtinction be- 
tween the radicals and vowels of words. 
Cuſtom however, by which I mean the 
practice of the Synagogues, had affumed, 
and preſerved a certain mode of reading 
among them. To fix and aſcertain 7his 
particular mode of reading, which cuſtom 
had authorized, the Maſorets invented, and 
applied to the text, the vowel- points. This 


they had no ſooner done, but they inſtantly 


perceived, that they could eaſily abridge 
numberleſs words, by leaving out the an- 
cient vowels, which are now called matres 
lectionis—and eſpecially &, „ aud . Nay, 
they went further, and by a dagęſb excluded 
the double conſonants in ſeveral words. Thus 
they proceeded:— And by this procedure 
mutilated the text in a ſtrange manner. 

Now, as the Samaritans neither invented 


7 | any 
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any pointings of their own, nor yet adopted 
the Maſoretic pointings, ſo their copies of 
the Pentateuch, retaining more of the an- 
cient vowels, and double conſonants, pre- 
ſent the words in a fuller and more perfe& 
form, than the Maſoretic copies do—and 
therefore, in this reſpeR, are generally pre- 
ferable to them, Obſerve I ſay generally— 
For ſometimes the Maſoretic copy contain 
vowels, which the Samaritan wants, Of 
both theſe aſſertions it may be neceſſary per- 
haps to produce ſome proofs. Take them 
therefore as they follow, thus. Gen. I. 14, 
16. For the Heb, rx» the Sam. reads 
Dre. So again for the Heb. , Gen, 
v. 3, 4, &c. the Samaritan has h]. By 
the miſtake of tranſcribers M ſtands ex- 
tremely often in the Hebrew for , the 
trus Samaritan reading, A plain proof, 
that the later Maſorets ſtuck too ſcrupulouſly 
cloſe to the letters of their copies: nor would 
they venture to correct them, even where 
their pojntings ſhew, that they kuew them 
to be wrong. In Gen. ch. xxxiv: the word 
YM occurs no leſs than four times, and in 
three places faulty, in our printed Hebrew 
copies; whereas the Samaritan in all thoſe 
places reads r, properly and grammati- 

E 2 cally. 


LN. 
cally. N. B. And fo, as it now appears, 40 
many of our Hebrew MSS. It was the 
great misfortune of both Pentateuchs to be at 
firſt printed from late and corrupted copies. 
And it will be ſtill a greater misfortune, if 
future Editors, with the lights we have, 
even at preſent before us, ſhould ever be ſo 
abject, as henceforth to purſue the footſteps 
of their predeceſſors. We want an edition 
of the Hebrew Bible on a different plan- 
which plan I mean to explain hereafter. 
But I have digreſſed too far. It is high 
time I ſhould now return. To proceed then 
My ſubject requires but one example 
more —and that is, of a confonant expelled by 
a dageſh. Take the following, Gen, is. 2. 
where the Hebrew dom is dageſhed and 
contracted: but the Sam. donn 1s right, 
full aud complete. On the other hand, for 
the Sam. "MW, Gen. xxxvil. 1. the Hebrew 
reads . And ver. 13. for P. the He- 
brew has ny. So again, for Pen, Gen. 
1 Xlviii. 16. the Hebrew has Jx52N. And 
moreover, for the Samaritan = Gen. Alix. 
10. the Hebrew reads . 
Beſides theſe, many other differences there 


are between the two Pentateuchs, owing to 
=" wang 2 5 he 
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the commutation of particular letters—by 
which I mean the frequent inſertion of one 
letter for another. Such as, & for d, and 
alſo for .. . . U for N. . . 0 for . 
for p. 2 for) . . . 9 for N, Gen. iv. 14. for 
N. . . fer . . . & for , as h for W, very 
often .. . y for t, and ed for H, &c. See 
e for mn, Gen. xlii. 2. 

It is needleſs to purſue theſe variations 
further. Variations, which the generality 
of Critics attribute to the ignorance of the 
ancient Tranſcribers, in miſtaking fmilar 
letters, But, by their leave, my opinion 
is (I ſpeak however under correction), that 
theſe very Critics are miſtaken themſelves, 
For it is inconteſtably evident, that there is 
little or no ſimilarity between ſeveral of 
theſe interchanged letters, whether written 
in Hebrew or Samaritan. characters and 
conſequently, that this account muſt be intire- 
ly groundleſs and defective. The truth of the 
caſe ſeems to be—that the ancient Tran- 
ſeribers of ſcripture did not attend fo much 
to the orthography of words, as to their 
ſound or pronunciation. And hence it clearly 
follows, that letters of the ſame or fimilar 
found might eaſily be, and indeed often were, 
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ſet down, in writing, one for the other ; 
though they bore no reſemblance in trait or 
figure, For the ſcribes of thoſe times, ſound- 
mg the words before they wrote them, fol- 
lowed rather their ear than their eye.— This, 
I think, accounts, in a fair and ſimple man- 
ner, for all the variations under this head, 
Of this however let the Reader judge. He 
may perhaps, now and then, attribute ſome- 
thing to dialect. 

But letters are not only interchanged; 
words alſo, and phraſes often vary. Thus 
Gen. xxix. 3, 8. the Samaritan has yn, 
but the Hebrew pwn. So again, for the 
Hebrew ws, ibid. ch. xxxvi. 3, 4, &c. 
the Samaritan reads hr. Again, for the He- 
brew , Exod. x. 1 3. the Samaritan has yp. 


And. ch. xiii. 6. the Samaritan reads yr] for 


yl, i. e. / for ſeven—which is often the caſe 
elſewhere, With reſpect to different phraſes, 


Which are very numerous, let the following 


inſtances ſuffice, In Gen. vii. 2, &c. the He- 


brew is Wwe) eve, but the Samaritan ry "Ot, 
80 again, Exod, vi. 27. for the Hebrew 


ende the Samaritan has cmd YIXD. 


And vice l. the direct contrary, Exod, 


ix, 24. 
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ix. 24. But one of the moſt ſtriking differ- 
ences between theſe two Copies lies in their 
account “of the border of the Canaanites,” 
as delincated in Gen. x. 19. 

If we carefully examine the ſeveral M88. 
of the two Pentateuchs, which we are al- 
ready (thanks to the induſtry of Dr. Ken- 
nicott) tolerably acquainted with ; we ſhall 
ſoon be convinced, that many of thoſe vari- 
ations, which now ſubſiſt between them in 
the printed texts, are no longer variations in 
the manuſcript copies. And hence we may 
juſtly infer, that the two texts formerly 
approached much cloſer to each other, than 
we well could, without ſuch a collation, 
have ever imagined, Let me inſtance in 
ſome few particulars. Mozinvs, the learned 
fautor of the Samaritan text, has unmerci- 
fully ſtigmatized the Hebrew word, 3, 
which he truly ſays, occurs above 20 times, 
and as often wrong, in the printed Hebrew 
Pentateuch ; but always right, viz, ry, in 
the printed Samaritan. It is freely allowed: 
and what then ? Why only this—that with 
reſpect to the forementioned word (and the 
ſame may be ſaid of many others), the Sa- 
maritan text had the good fortune to be 
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printed from an older and better copy, than 
that later and leſs accurate one, which the 
Jews printed from. But conſult the an- 
cient Hebrew MSS. and you will find T3 
grammatically and completely written in all 
| thoſe cenſured places. On the other hand, 
HoTTINGER, the ſtrenuous advocate for 
the integrity of the Hebrew text, condemns 
all the Samaritan variations as falſe and in- 
admiſſible and, among the reſt, the Sama- 
ritan reading on, Lev. xxiii. 13. which is 
ſupported by no leſs than eighteen Hebrew 
MSS.---and the printed Hebrew, viz. M201), - 
is, by the pointing, acknowledged to be 
wrong, even by the Maſorets themſelycs. See 
alſo Gen, xxxvi. 5, &c. &c. 4 
But this critical compariſon of the ſeveral 

MSS. will carry us yet further; and ſupply 
us, if I am not miſtaken, with a Remark 
of no ſmall importance : which is—that the 
Samaritan Copies ſeem to have been cor- 
refed, in ſome places, by the Hebrew ; and 
the Hebrew Copies again to have been cor- 
reed, in others, by the Samaritan, Thus 
Exod. xxii. 30. the Samaritan words, Sy 
P, are in M88. properly altered to the 
Hebre ox Sy. Again, Numb. XV. 16. for 
the printed Samaritan 2005, eight MSS, read 

| A „„ͤñ Dĩÿfff 
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, conformable to the Hebrew, See alſo 
ch. xxiv. 16. On the contrary, the common 
reading, Lev. xxvi. 20, is PWT Ppy1; but 
ten Hebrew MSS, read Tn u, according 
to the Samaritan, In like manner the Hebrew 
MS. 190 K. inverts the words y33 and Wy, 
Gen. xxxi, 17. exactly as the Samaritan does. 
Conſult alſo Gen. xxiv, 60. and xxxvii. 4. 
 &c.—But I muſt advance to other articles. 

There is a remarkable difference again be- 
tween the two Pentateuchs in Deut. xxvii. 
4. which has often engaged the attention 
of the learned. The Samaritan: reads to this 
effect. Ye ſhall ſet up theſe ſtones—in 
Mount GERIZIx.“ But the Hebrew thus 
« Ye ſhall ſet up theſe ſtones—in Mount 
'EBAL.” Now one or other of theſe readings 
muſt be a corruption ; and that, it ſhould 
ſeem, wilfully made. But on which fide: 
to charge it, Critics are not agreed. Seve- 
ral of the moderns. charge it on the Jews: 
but how juſtly let the Reader determine, 
when he has thoroughly conſidered both 
fides of the queſtion. 

As the two texts, and their verſions, ba- 
lance each other, nothing can thence be 
deduced in favour of either, The point 
then muſt be decided by arguments drawn 
8 from 
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from collateral circumſtances. Now the 


advocates. for the. Samaritans argue thus— 
Where the ſtones were erected, there the 
altar of the Lord was built; there burnt- 


offerings. and peace-offerings were offered ; 


there likewiſe the law was written: and 
me» worſhip was performed to God, ver. 6, 
7, 8. And there doubtleſs, as from a con- 
e and bleſſed place, the bleſſings were 
pronounced. But the bleſſings were pro- 
nounced (ſee ver. 12.) from Mount Gerizim. 
Hence they conclude, that the Samaritan 
text 1s right, and the Hebrew falſe. A fal- 
fity, ambitiouſly introduced by the Jews, in 
honour of their own temple, which it did 

not want; and maliciouſly continued in 
their copies, as a contemptuous reproach of 
the Samaritan temple, which truly it did 
not deſerve. To this they add the following 
interrogation—W hat could induce the Sa- 
maritans, as both mountains were in their 
own territory, and under their own juriſ- 
diction, to build their temple on Mount Ge- 
rizim, rather than on Mount Eba/?— What, 
but the conſtant, perpetuated tradition, that 
Gerizim had been antiently the ſtation of 


| Node altar, and the place of divine wor- 


a 
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ſhip. This was enough to determine them, 
and actually did determine them, to chooſe 
Gerizim in preference to Ebal— Therefore 
Gerixim is the true Reading. 

But notwithſtanding the plauſibility. of 
this reaſoning, the fautors of the Hebrew 
text ſtrenuouſly contend, that the corruption 
lies on the other fide, To this purpoſe they 
obſerve, on behalf of the Jews, that they 
were under no poſſible temptation to falſify 
the text. For be it indeed, as the Samari- 
tans ſay, that their forefathers had worſhip- 
ed on Mount Gerizim; ſtill Feruſalem was 
the place where, in after: times, men ought 
to worſhip, When God had given the Iſ- 
raclites reſt, and was going to fix for them a 
ſettled place of national worſhip, “ he refuſed 
the tabernacle of Joſeph, and cho/e not the tribe 
Ephraim; but choſe the tribe of Judah; even 
the hill of Sion, which he loved. And 
there he built his temple “. -In conformity 
with this, it is further obſerved, that the 
Moſaic Law, as it ſtands in the Jewiſh 
Copy, has no where appointed a ffanding 
ace of national _ but left it 1 
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to a future deſignation, See Deut, xii, 4—14. 
Nevertheleſs in the Samaritan Pentateuch, 
Exod. xx. 17. there is a mandatory para- 
graph of five verſes “, not to be found in 
any other copy, which poſitively ordains, 
that Gerizim ſhould be the perpetually eſta- 
bliſhed ſeat of national and public worſhip. 
And this commandment, order, or ordinance, 
is immediately ſubjoined to the Decalogue, 
and makes, in the Samaritan account, a part 
of the Horeb-covenant ;—of which yet it 
could not poſſibly make a part, as manifeſtly 
appears from the parallel text, Deut, ch. v. 
22. For there it is expreſsly aſſerted, that 
« when the Lord. ſpake unto the aſſembly 
the Tzxn Commandments, E AbpRp No 
Mort.” Now if God concluded with the 
| Ten commandments, and added no more, 
p who then added the reſt—the mandatory 
1 clauſe before mentioned? Who, but the 
5 Samaritans themſelves—and that, with a view 
| to enhance the dignity, and confirm the 
claim of their favourite mountain, Gerixim. 


il *The ſame occurs again Deut. v. 21. Both taken ori- 
1 ginally from Deut. xxvii. 2—8. FER 
wy 
| | 
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That this was the fact, may fairly be 
concluded from the alterations they made in 
a ſubſequent text, to render it conſiſtent with 
the preceding inſertion. The Hebrew Copy 
reads, and it reads right, Exod. xx. 24. 
DWP De VAN WR DDN 752. In xvxR Y 
place where I sHALL RECORD my name, I 
will come unto thee, and I will bleſs thee.“ 
But the Samaritan Copy ſays, 1 W ³!J N ⁰ 
WW Dee Mate. In Taz place where I 
HAVE RECORDED my name, &c.“ This looks 
ſuſpicious. But his is not the only inſtance 
of the kind. There are now extant above 
twenty paſſages in Deut. * all relating to the 
place of God's wworſhip, which have been al- 
tered in like manner—that is, where. the He- 
brew future, , ſhall chooſe,” is con- 
verted in the Samaritan to the præter, n, 
« hath choſen.” Theſe uniformly repeated 


See Deut. Ch. xii. 5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26. Ch. xiv. 23. 
24, 25. Ch. xv. 20. Ch. xvi. 2, 6, 7, 11, 15, 16. Ch. xvii. 
8, 10. Ch. xviii. 6. Ch. xxvi. 2. Ch. xxxi. 11. What Joſe- 
phus ſiys, Antiq. L. xiii. 3, 4. cannot be right. For the 
Jew never pretended to ſay, that the Law of Moſes deter- 
mined the place where the temple was to be built,” But the 
Samaritans, when they had made the foregoing alterations, 
might indeed appeal to their own copy, if allowed valid, with 
ſome confidence. 


alterations 
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alterations carry with them, ſay the patrons of 
the Hebrew text, the moſt evident marks of 
a conſiſtent forgery :---the ſeveral corrup- 
tions--<the additions and the alterations--+ 
being all artfully defigned to wud and ſup- 
port each other, 

What the Reader has now to ſay, let his 
own judgement diate, But, however he 
may judge of this point, I am, in proſecu- 
tion of my ſubje&, bound to obſerve, that 
The Hebrew text is juſtly chargeable 
with many omiſſions or defalcations, which 
ſurely may, and truly ought to be, ſupplied 
from the Samaritan Pentateuch. Of the nu- 
merous inſtances 1 ſhall ſpecify a few. Com- 
pare Gen. ii. 2. 24. and iv. 8. xx. 14. and 16. 
Exod. xii. 40. Lev. xvii. 4. Num. iv, 14. 
xi. 24. RXxkIi. 25. &c. Deut. xviii. 5. 
On the other hand again, the Samaritans 
are as juſtly chargeable with indulging very 
unwarrantable liberties in, what they might 
call, the correction or reformation of the 
text. Whether they corrected it, in ſome 


| ces. by their old Greek Tranſlation * ; 
pre. 


* "That the Alexandrian Samaritans tranſlated the Penta- 


teuch into Greek, is evident from the fragments of it, which 
| Ain 
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and in others by their own critical ideas, I 
will not pretend to ſay. Correct it, how» 
ever, they did; and, it ſhould ſeem, from 


Deut. xxviii. 30. noted above, p. 6. ſome- 


What late, in the days of the Maſorets. But at 
whatever time, and by whatever means, this 


correction was made, it was evidently made 


on ſo wrong a plan, as, in its effects, to have 


adulterated the text in an amazing degree. 


And, firſt, by needleſsly repeating words; 
as in Gen. vii. 16. ſecondly, by ſubſtituting 
' one word for another ; as DoIx9n for 
WNT, Gen. xix. 12. thirdly, by annexing 
ſentences of their own invention; as in Gen. 
xx. 13. Exod. xxii. 5. and xxili. 19. fourth- 
ly, by introducing Gloſſes, ſuch as, (Now 
the ſhekel of the Sanctuary is twenty gerahs,“ 
Exod. xxx. 13. This, in a more contracted 
form, is to be found alſo in the Hebrew. 
But what does that prove, ſave only that 
both Gloſſes were inſerted in the texts very 


fill remain. See Gen. L. 29. where the LXX Greek is = 


My Qobiidte, 73 vg did ad iyu. But the Samar, Greek, My Qo- 


eiche, r y%p Poems dis- Nai iy in exact conformity with 
the Targum of Onkelos, and the Arabic 2 Conſult 
the Scholium on the place, 


late, 


64 
late, when the value of that ſhekel was 
ſcarcely known in either nation. 

There is another gloſs, of a ſomewhat 
ſimilar kind, in both Pentateuchs, at the cloſe 
of the xvi. chap. of Exodus, which could 
have no place till long after the days of 
Moſes: Comp. with If. v. 10 LXX. But what 
Tam, laſtly and chiefly, to obſerve, i5—that 
the Samaritans, by their audacious temerity 
in trauſpoſing whole verſes from particular 
places, and ſubjoining them to others, to 
which they did not belong“, have cor- 
rupted the text in a higher degree, than all 
their other united efforts were able to effect. 
But happily for the honour of the Hebrew 
text, moſt of theſe incoherent inſertions and 
tireſome repetitions are too extravagant to be 
adopted, by any man of judgement, as 
genuine portions of the original hiſtory. It 
has been a rule long adopted by all Hiſtorians, 
as well ſacred as profane, to omit certain 
tranſactions at the places where they occurred; 


-. * Conſult the Sam. text, at then, XXX 36. lil. 16. 
. Exod. vi. 9. vii. 18. viii. 4, 23. ix. 5, 19. x. G. xi. 7, xviii. 
24. XX, 19, 21. Num. x. 10. xii. 16. xiii. 33. xx. 13. &c. &c. 
From what parts of the Pentateuch theſe nn are taken, 
I leave to the inveſtigation of the reader. 


and 
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and to intimate afterwards that ſuch tranſac- 
tions had paſſed before. By this method, 
without loſing any eflential part, they 
formed their narration neat and compact; 
and ſaved both themſelves and their readers 
the tedious neceſſity of running over the very 
ſame things, in the very ſame words, again 
and again. The Moſaic hiſtory, as it ſtands 
in the Hebrew, 1s peculiarly elegant- in this 
reſpect &. And had the Samaritan correctors, 
(whether Manaſſeh + and his affociates, or 
other ſubſequent critics), attended to the pro- 
priety of the forementioned rule, they ſurely 
would not have ſullied and incumbered the 
text with ſo many uſeleſs and vain repetitions, 
as we find they did. But they were actuated 
by a different principle They wiſhed to ob- 
viate every objection; to clear up every diffi- 
culty ; and to ſupply every defect; under 
which they thought the text might labour, 
and by doing ſo much did at laſt nothing to 
the purpoſe. _ | 
. When I complain of the. Samaritans for 
 dilating the text, I cannot help, at the fame 


» gee Numb: xxiii, For an abſurd repetition, ſee Numb, 
xxxi. 21, &c. Samaritan. 
+ Vide Walton. Proleg. xi. 5 16. | 
' F time, 
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time, blaming the Jews for contracting it. 
Inſtances need I bring? They may perhaps 
be uſeful. I ſhall therefore begin with Gen. i. 
14. where the Jewiſh tranſcribers have left 
out the words, wx? ed oy, aſcertained 
by the Samaritan text and Septuagint verſion, 
See alſo Gen. iv. 8. ix. 15. The ſum total 
of the years of the poſtdiluvian Patriarchs, 
Gen. xi. 2, &c. is entirely omitted in the 
Hebrew, but extant in the Samaritan copy : 
and even the Hebrew itſelf, in its account of 
the antediluvians, Gen. v. 3, &c. affords no 
mean argument, that the Samaritan is right. 
Conſult moreover, Exod. x11. 40. xxli. 28. 
Levit. Xvii. 4. Num. xxxii. 25, 29, 31, 33. 
There is, finally, another point, where 
the two Pentateuchs differ widely from each 
other; and where both, it ſhould ſeem, differ 
as widely from the truth. The point, I 
mean, 1s their chronological account, or 
date of time, from the creation to the deluge, 
-—and from thence to the birth of Abraham. 
Of the firſt period, from the Creation to the 
Flood, the Table of years ſtands thus—Heb. 
1656. Sam. 1307. LXX. 2256. The ſum 


total of the ſecond period, viz. from the 


Flood to the birth of Abraham, appears to be, 
according 


1 67 J 
according to the Hebrew, 292. Samaritan, 
942. LXX. 1072. Theſe remarkable variations 
of dates, which run through both periods, 
manifeſtly prove, that ſome grofs and palpa- 
ble corruptions crept, either by deſign or inad- 
vertency, into the modern texts of both 
Pentateuchs. I attribute the corruptions to 
the two Pentateuchs, rather than to the 
verſion of the LXX. not only becauſe the 
chronology of the Septuagint 1s ſupported, 
almoſt all together, by the hiſtory of Joſe- 
phus ; but alſo becauſe it is more conſiſtent 
with itſelf ; more ſuitable to the order of 
nature; and more analogous to the known 
circumſtances of the times: not to mention, 
that is was, moreover, the chronology, which 
the primitive church adopted both in the eaſt 
and weſt. See this chronology vindicated 
in all its particulars by Dr. Brett, Eſſay, p. 7, 
&c. by Ch. Hayes, Eſq. Diſſertation on the 
Septuagint Chronology, & 2, 3, 4. and by 
Mr. Jackſon, Chronological Antiquities, 
vol. I. p. 36—92. | | 

Upon the whole then, and from a due 
conſideration of what has been already ob- 
ſerved, what are we now to infer? Ought 
e not in reaſon to conclude, that bath Pen- 
F 4 tateuch 


? 
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tateuchs are now imperfect; fraught with 


failures, errours, and corruptions, of various 
kinds? And though, as tuo copies of the ſame 
original, the one, by the help of criticiſm, 
nay ſerve to correct the other in ſome de- 
gree; yet no power of criticiſm, as things 
now ſtand, can poſſibly reſtore either to its 
primitive, genuine, purity, Something 
however, and ſomething indeed conſiderable, 


may be done towards it, if we proceed 
aright :---if we carefully examine the various 


Readings of both Texts; and as carefully 
compare them together: -calling in moreover 
the joint aids of Grammar and criticiſm, to 
adjuſt particular differences, 

It is manifeſt beyond controverſy, that 
when the Maſorets, about the beginning of 
the eighth century, applied, the vowel points 
to the Hebrew text, they ſhortened almoſt 
every ſcriptural word, by omitting ſome of 
its component letters : nevertheleſs, ſo long as 
we retained the Maſoretic points, the text, 
even in this contracted form, ſtill remained 
tolerably perfect aud grammatical, But 


* When future Editors rejected the Maſoretic 
points; and yet publiſhed the text under all 
its Maſoretic contractions, they egregiouſly 


1njured 


3 
injured both the one and the other--.The 
Hebrew text they rendered thereby in many 
places doubtful and ungrammatical; and in all 
thoſe. places, by excluding the points, falſi- 
fied the true Maſoretic reading. Henceforth, 
therefofe, it is to be hoped, that no Editor 
of the Pentateuch without points (for to 
_ that I now confine myſelf) will ever pur- 
ſue the common curt mode of Hebrew ortho- 
graphy ; but will rather, whoever he is, be 
careful to reſtore the ſeveral letters ejected by 
the Maſorets; and to extend the words to 
their full complement ; as far as his copies 
and other collateral authorities ſhall enable 
him to aſcertain his ſyſtem. For this pur- 
poſe, let him examine with attention the 
Samaritan text ; which has happily preſerved 
a vaſt number of letters, and particularly of 
vowels, which in the Hebrew are entirely 
loſt. This of itſelf is a noble fund, But 
when vowels are dropt, as is frequently the 
caſe, both in the Samaritan and the Hebrew 
text, then let him conſult the Maſoretic 
points, which will not only ſhe him where, 
the defed lies, but will alſo direct him how 
to ſupply it, In this reſpect, as well as in 
. others, the Maſoretic points are of 


1 
gteat uſe and importance. The fuller and 
more perfect orthography, which appears in 
ſome of Dr. K's various readings, may con- 
tribute not a little to the ſame end. Other 
helps there are, derived from different ſources, 
which the judicious critic will call to his 
aſſiſtance; and warily employ to the com- 
pletion of his plan. 

To draw then towards a concluſion. But 
from this laſt repreſentation of things, what 
are we to conclude ? Can we, I beſeech you, 
form any other concluſion, but that, firſt, by 
a faithful attention to the Hebrew and Sama- 
ritan orthography, not omitting collateral 
aſſiſtances, moſt of the abridged ſcriptural 
words may yet be reſtored, from their preſent 
curt ſtate, to their ancient and perfect forma- 
tion? And muſt we not alſo conclude, that 
one of the greateſt misfortunes, that ever 


befel the Hebrew ſcriptures, was the con- | 


tracted mode of printing them without 
points; which ſome of our late Hebraiſts 
have moſt injudiciouſly, as well as moſt er- 

roneouſly, adopted? for which they are re- 
proached no leſs by the Maſoretic, than they 
are by the Samaritan text, Either retain the 


mT , * points, or "we the orginal 


vowels. 
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vowels. And reſtore them we ſhould, 
wherever the Samaritan ſupports the inſer- 
tion, or any other good authorities may bear 
us out. Let me not be underſtood to mean 
by this, that the Maſoretic points are always 
right. I am fully ſenſible of the contrary, 
What I mean to inculcate is---that they are 
not to be neglected- - that they ought indeed 
to be eſteemed of great importance; whether 
we conſider them as forming the Jewiſh in- 
terpretations of words, or as ſtanding Guar- 
dians and Conſervators of the text, Never- 
theleſs I am firmly of opinion, that no Critic 
ſhould ſcruple to change them; where ſuch 
a change ſerves either to perfect the grammar 
of the language, or to improve the ſenſe of 
the context. | | 

I know not whether it be needful to ob- 
ſerve, that the more ancient Hebrew MSS. 
are as full, if not fuller fraught, with ori- 
ginally incorporated vowels, than even the 
Samaritan Copies are. It may not, however, 
be amiſs to apprize the reader, that both 
copies are, in ſome places, overcharged with 
them---and particularly with the vowel e, 
Tad, which, being improperly inſerted, alters 
greatly the ſenſe of words; aud often per- 

| F 4 verts 


„ 
verts them to a wrong meaning. With re⸗ 
ſpect to the Hebr-w, Dr. Kennicott long 
fince obſerved, that the printed word n. 
Pfſal. xvi. 10. by the ſuperfluous inſertion 


of the ſecond „ Wa, is not only falſe, but 


totally ſubverſive of the true ſenſe of one of 
the moſt important texts of Scripture. But 
happily for us, and for the honour of the 
Apoſtles, the ancient MSS. in amazing 
number, exhibit the word right, Tron, 
conformable to the apoſtolical quotations, 
Acts ii. 31. xill. 35. In regard to the Sa. 
maritan text, I am likewiſe able to remark, 
that the ſame letter -, Da, is improperly i in- 
ſerted in the word y. Gen. xvi. 10, where | 
the Hebrew is right, PN And two Sa- 
maritan Copies read 2248 See alſo 
Gen. xxiv. 60. 

However forward ſome erities have been 
to ſuſpect the Jews of unfair dealings; yet 
1 muſt needs confeſs, that theſe, and the 
| like inſertions, which ſeem to convert fngu- 
lars into plurals, and thereby to pervert the 
- ſenſe of Scripture, appear to me by no means 
the effect of defign, but to have owed their 
exiſtence to a very different cauſe. And the 


Cauſe I conceive to be this—derived from 
I the 


LEE: 

the genius of the Hebrew language. The 
letter, I ſhould ratherſay the vowel 1, Yod, 
correſponds in ſound to the to, nay to the 


three, Maſoretic notes, Tzere, Segol, and 
Sheva ; that is, in other words, to e long, 
and e ſhort. Either of theſe e's coming be- 
fore a final J. Caph, (and there the ſuperflu- 
ous *, Tod, generally occurs), from the ter- 
minations ech, or echa. In writing down 
theſe terminations, ſome of the Jewiſh 
Tranſcribers, more attentive to pronuncia- 
tion than orthography, unwarily inſerted a 
„ Yod, where there was only an e to be 
vocally ſupplied. Of this we have a remark- 
able inſtance in the word PT, Gen. xxiv. 
14. Sam. where they, Tad, is manifeſtly in- 


ſerted to expreſs the ſound of the long e, or 


Maſoretic Tzere. For conviction ſake, let 
me adviſe the Reader to conſult the pointed 
Hebrew, 

Changes of proper names—tranſpoſitions 
of paſſages — compariſons of parallel texts 
haue purpoſely omitted, as being antecedently 
remarked by Dr. Kennicott in his edition of 
the Hebrew Bible. A work, which I heartily 
wiſh, for the advancement of ſacred litera- 
ture, was more ſtudied by Divines, than I 
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